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declaration was submitted, end after the Notice of Appeal was filed, the Examiner Issued en 
Interview Summary on July 19, 2012, 

D. We participated In the interview, and we hove reviewed the Examiners interview 
Summary, sod we know that the Interview Summery mlscheraotebxes whet took place during the 
Interview in which we both participated. This declaration Is respectfully submitted to document what 

F. At the outset, it should be noted that as senior professors of computer science, we 
have extensive experience In our fields. As aolivo researchers at the time of the fvtarks invention, 

unique understanding a "person of ordinary skills in the ad," since we were training thorn. Our 
backgrounds are sot out in the declarations we each have previously submitted In this application, 

G. During the commencing of the interview, Mr. Trxyna stated the purposes of the 
interview that he had requested. The purposes were to (1 } provide the Examiner with an opportunity 
to. in effect : Interview the prior ad, i.e., Shestre, to ensure that the Examiner understood Shastra, 

- x v. N ■x v.v.0 x V s v. O \\ V. 

been obvious to combine or modify Shsstra as proposed by the Potent Office, 

H. The discussion focused on the following claim feature: 

''a controller computer and a database which serves as a repository of tokens for 
other programs to access, thereby affording Information to each of the participator 
computers which are otherwise Independent of each other . . ." 

I. v v v v e vx P ^ e oe\ o t 

origination end purpose which Is, as the Dissertation of his PhD student is titled, "Collaborative 

J. The discussion was not only that, as a factual matter, Shastrs did not have the claim 
feature, but also that having that feature In tvlarke would not have been contemplated. 

o x. e \ n s o v. o c\ 

on the leek of motivation to combine or modify Shastra, Dr. Bajaj provided a detailed explanation 
addressing reasons why the claim feature was non-essential to the titled purpose el trie Shastra 
system. As stated in the Interview, consistent with the declaration of Dr. Sajaj. arid else consistent 
with the declaration of Or, Hoilaar, it was abundantly clarified that that a major change in the solution 
would have been required for the Shastra system to perform the claimed feature, 

I, The Patent €>u'ice : s suggested modification of Shastra would require a substantial 
reconstruction end redesign of the elements in Shestre, as discussed ;n the interview, would have 
required e changed approach to accommodate too datebese structure. This was definitely net 
obvious to those working on the prelect, including these with extraordinary skill sn the art. 

M. Since the interview, we have reviewed the ExemlneOs statements in the Office Action 
dated page 5:1/11/12; "Applicant has not pointed to anything specific In disclosed information that 
speculates or foreossts the utility of the Shastra system, Therefore, the affidavit Is insufficient to 
support the essortlon that the Shastra system would not provide motivation to incorporate a "control 
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computer database serves as a repository of tokens for other programs to access, thereby affording 
x v ^ c\ a so veeeve\e^ o,, ^ 

N. Of course the cod-?; and Dissertation cannot prove the negative. 

O. Examiner Winder questioned the database structure and persistence of the data, but 
did not question or dispute anything about the discussion of tne sack of a feasor; to modify tne 

P, Recently* we have again reviewed the reasons that Examiner provided as a 
motivation to combine or modify Shastra, in the Office Action dated 3/17/2012, at page 6, the 
Examiner adds: "Shastra needs to incorporate images from other collaborators. Dlstvlew provides a 
mechanism for importing/exporting images (i.e., files) while collaborating/ 1 However, Shastra could 
already incorporate images from other collaborators, so this reason would have provided no 
motivation whatsoever to make tne modification. 

Q. We. as professors, know that this would neve had nothing to do with motivating one 
to modify Shastra to have the Marks claim feature. Any computer program can, with sufficient 
motivation and direeiioa, be modified to have some other capability. The fact that Shastra could 
xs \v ^ v o e N oe s o w c N ccc v N 

tbere was some known or recognized motivation to do so poor to Marks, and none was expressed 
e v \ so N \v N uV v o\ coo v^s 

R. During the interview. Examiner Winder was asked whether she had any further 
questions, and she said that she did not. 

S, We each hereby declare that ail statements made heroin are of our own knowledge 
are true and that ail statements mads on information and belief are believed to be true, and further 
that these statements were made with knowledge that wliifu! false statements and the like so made 
are punishable by floe or Imprisonment, or both, isoder Section 1001 of Title 18 of the Unried States 
Cods, arid that such willful false statement may jeoperdias the validity of tbe application or any 
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